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This chapter is intended to provide direction for the creation of supplemental 
pedestrian master plans for each of the 46 officially recognized community 
planning group areas of San Diego. By providing this direction, a level of con-
sistency can be obtained between these plans. Consistency is important since 
these plans will be compared against each other and will compete for project 
priorities. A community may be unfairly overlooked for its fair share of funding 
if the minimum levels of analysis and recommendations have not been pro-
vided. The overall goal is to describe a process and identify specific products 
needed for each plan. A sample project has been chosen and is discussed as a 
prototype. The Greater North Park area was selected as one of the first com-
munities to be analyzed for the creation of a Community Specific Pedestrian 
Master Plan. It will be used here as an example on how these plans should be 
completed. It will also serve as the summary of initial meetings and workshops 
conducted for the study. 

9.1	OVERALL	PUBLIC	INPUT	PROCESS
One of the most important aspects of the preparation of a Community Pedestri-
an Master Plan (CPMP) is the involvement of the local community, They alone 
know of the many issues and constraints that they face in their own communi-
ties. They are aware of the local socio-economic and cultural differences of 
their community.  Figure 13 shows a typical process chart aimed at obtaining 
public input on the development of the plan. Dates were specific to the North 
Park Plan, but have been displayed to help communicate the length of time 
necessary between major presentations and workshops. The major tasks as-
sociated with each of these public input milestones has also been included on 
Figure 13.

Community outreach 
efforts must be an in-
tegral part of this pro-
gram. A clear under-
standing of the ethnic, 
racial and socio-eco-
nomic cross section of 
the community will be 
needed. A custom out-
reach program aimed 
at getting a broad 
community involve-
ment will need to be 
submitted as one of 
the first deliverables 
on the contract. 

Figure 13: Sample Public Input 
Process for Greater North Park
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9.2	COLLECT	AND	PROCESS	MAPPING
Step 1 in the process must begin with the collection and processing of the Pe-
destrian Priority Model (PPM) GIS files clipped to the limits of the community 
plan (see Figure 14). These maps, along with the SWITRS collision data (see 
Figure 15), must be reviewed and packaged for presentation at the first com-
munity group meeting. This model is also used to determine the relative prior-
ity of projects based on their location within the community. 

Figure 14: PPM Model for North 
Park-
Sample Attractor, Generator, De-
tractor and Composite Models. In 
general, the more warm the color, 
the greater the existing or potential 
pedestrian activity.
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9.3	COLLECT	AND	REVIEW	COLLI-
SION	DATA	AND	MAPS	
A high priority in the development of a com-
munity specific master plan, is the identification 
of safety issues and the application of relevant 
countermeasures to resolve these issues. Step 2 in 
the process includes the collection and process-
ing of the tabular and mapping data associated 
with the SWITRS pedestrian / vehicular database. 
The data should be fully analyzed and processed 
to find specific trends, statistics and geographic 
areas of concern. These trends should be com-
pared with data and mapping found in this City-
wide PMP to see if the community has specific 
anomalies or special conditions that should be 
analyzed. Figure 15 shows collision information 
and a sample of statistical collision data that can 
be generated from SWITRS. 

Figure 15: SWITRS Collision Data and Maps
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9.4	DETERMINE	LIMITS	
OF	FOCUS	STUDY	AREA
Step 3 needs to be the identifica-
tion of the central focus or study 
area. This can be accomplished 
by looking at the concentrated 
areas of pedestrian activity and 
the classification of routes types 
throughout the community. Many 
of the route types are determined 
by land use, density and adjacent 
street types. Basic coverages in 
the GIS model can be extracted 
to help classify the route types 
(see Figure 16). 

Generally, neighborhood streets 
neighborhood route types as 
well as low density housing, rec-
reation and open space areas are 
not to be the focus of the master 
plans. Low density industrial ar-
eas and other land uses not ex-
pected to generate any significant 
amounts of pedestrian activity 
are also generally excluded from 
focus study areas. Field work in 
the study area should provide 
for the further classification and 
mapping of existing pedestrian 
routes throughout the commu-
nity. Once the focus study area 
has been identified, an attempt 
should be made to find a number 
of potential routes that can be 
used as part of the initial commu-
nity workshop (see Figure 17).

Figure 16: Route Type Classification Using GIS Layers

Figure 17: Focus Study Areas
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“SELECTED COMMUNITY” MEETING (C-6 & 7)

Provide overview of the project, present Track 1 results & explain what will be done in Track 2. Maps with Level
1 & 2 criteria will be shown with study area boundaries. Seek comments on the adequacy of the study area.

Community Group board members and the general public that may attend the community group meeting.
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Input on: the proposed project study area for the community and any problem areas
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SELECTED COMMUNITY WORKSHOPS (C-8 & 9)

A 30 minute presentation of the existing mapped conditions and an overview of possible pedestrian solutions; a
walk audit for 1 hour where 3-4 groups will walk through several different geographic areas looking for issues
&  a regrouped discussion for 30 minutes followed by 30 minutes of presentation of hotspots & rough solutions.

Community Group board members and community members along with any major community stakeholder.

EXPECTED OUTCOMES:
Mapped input on existing pedestrian conditions, special problems and possible solutions
for the study area but also for other areas outside of the study area as identified by
community members on a map. Would also expect to have the community help rank
the  priority problem areas.

TIME NEEDED:
3 1/2 Hours
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SELECTED COMMUNITY MEETING (C-10 & 11)

Present solutions to pedestrian issues with Level One Projects (up to 10 projects per selected community) and
Level 2 Projects shown on maps. Work with the group to confirm these solutions and review the project ranking.

Community Group board members and community members along with any major community stakeholder.

EXPECTED OUTCOMES:
A consensus and motion from the community group to support the proposed projects
along with a prioritized ranking for the community. Would also solicit comments
from the group on submitted reports.
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9.5	COMMUNITY	INPUT	PROGRAM
Step 4 in the process is to contact the local com-
munity planning group and get on the docket of 
this organization. A short 10-15 minute presenta-
tion should be given. The primary intent of the 
presentation would be to review the limits of the 
proposed focus study area with the group and 
obtain their approval of the focus of the study 
area. A second goal of the meeting is to establish 
contacts and recommend the creation of a sub-
committee or other group to help steer the ef-
forts of the plan. Suggestions on the location and 
time of the first workshop should also be solic-
ited. The three exhibits shown on Figure 18 can 
be used to organize the minimum of three com-
munity workshops and presentations required 
to prepare a CPMP.

Figure 18: Purpose, Techniques and Expected Outcomes of 
the Three Required Community Workshops / Meetings
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WHWHAATT::
Do you want North Park to be

a safer and easier place to walk
for you or your children?

Help to decide on the most
important streets and

intersections to fix.

Come to a community workshop
to learn about ways to improve
walkability, participate in a walk
audit of the neighborhood and

help prioritize North Park's
issues and solutions.

(Wear comfortable shoes)

WHEN:WHEN:
Saturday April 1st from

9:00 am until 12:00 noon
(Refreshments will be provided)

WHERE:WHERE:
Covenant Presbyterian Church,

2930 Howard Avenue
(Howard Avenue & 30th Street)

GREATER NORTH PARKGREATER NORTH PARK
PEDESTRIAN MASTER PLANPEDESTRIAN MASTER PLAN

P U B L I C  W O R K S H O PP U B L I C  W O R K S H O P

This information is available in alternative format upon request. Assistive listening devices, sign
language interpretation, description, and alternative formats are available at City of San Diego
functions with a 48-hour notice. Contact Maureen Gardiner at mgardiner@sandiego.gov or (619)
236-7225 with these or other ADA-accommodation requests as early as possible.

Visit our project website
at www.sandiegopmp.org

PEDESTRIAN MASTER PLAN

N O R T H  P A R K  P E D E S T R I A N  W O R K S H O P

(9:00 - 9:15)

Sign in and review the project maps (Collisions, Route Types, Focus Study Area, 
Previous Comments, Vision/Goals). Make any comments you’d like using the Post-
it notes.

(9:15-9:45)

Listen to a Pedestrian Master Plan Overview Presentation that will cover how 
North Park was selected, route types, issues and potential solutions. 

(9:45- 10:30)

Break out into groups with a facilitator and identify issues in North Park on a 
large aerial photo map. Identify specific locations that have safety, walkability, 
connectivity, or accessibility problems with colored dots and Post-it notes. 

(10:30-11:15)

Take a walk around the block with your facilitator to learn how to identify 
pedestrian issues and potential solutions.

(11:15-11:30)

Come back in and discuss special items of concern and observations. 

(11:30-11:45)

Vote for your five main areas of concern (5 blue stars) and what you feel is the 
top priority problem area (1 red star) by placing your stars on the aerial photo 
maps...and we’re done!    

Take home a questionnaire and small map and mark them up and send them 
back to us over the next couple of weeks.  Thanks for participating!

REVIEW

LISTEN

IDENTIFY

LEARN

SHARE

VOTE

AGENDA

SEND

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

9.6	PREPARE	AND	CONDUCT	THE	
FIRST	COMMUNITY	WORKSHOP	
Step 5 includes the preparation and conducting 
of the public workshop. The primary goal of the 
workshop would be to obtain input from the 
broader community on the types of pedestrian 
issues that they see in their community. An out-
reach program is necessary to reach this broader 
community. Direct mailers and flyers (see Figure 
19) should be distributed at least two weeks in 
advance of the workshop. Distribution of these 
flyers should include all business groups, non-
profit organizations, community centers, librar-
ies, recreation centers, and schools. The agenda 
for the workshop (see Figure 20) should include 
some presentation of information about the City-
wide Pedestrian Master Plan and how this CPMP 
fits into the larger picture. Exercises that help to 
identify specific areas of concern and that help 
to identify agreement on the priority of these ar-
eas,  should be part of the workshop instructions 
(see Figure 21). 

Figure 19: Sample Flyer Announcing the Workshop Figure 20: Suggested Workshop Agenda

Figure 21: Instructions Indicating some of the Activi-
ties that can be Conducted at the Workshop
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• Awful for Pedestrians
& Bikes along Texas

• End of Sidewalks,
No Controlled Crossing

A6 • Lack of continuous buffers
between street & sidewalk

W1 / W5 • Lack of shade
trees along Adams Ave.

S1 • Corners have been widened (?)

S10 • W7

S9 • Entire length of
El Cajon Blvd crossing
opportunities are
spaced out too  far.

• Can’t figure out where to
cross on E/W streets at Texas.
The new left turn-out lanes
add confusion and put
pedestrians at risk.

W4

S9

S8 • New stop signs

W7W7W7
S9

W7
S9

W7
S9

W7
S9W7

S9
W7

S4
W7

S4
W7

S4
W7

S4
W7

S4
W7

• Stop Signs - Any annual review to see if there
are too many? They grow like weeds in our area
and often are ignored because there are so so
many. There must be other inexpensive solutions.

• Walking down Texas Street into
Mission Valley is frightening,
and not enjoyable.

• Speeding traffic thru Mission
Ave. coming from Texas,
unsafe for pedestrians

Downsizing Area #3 of 5:
North of Adams Avenue

Downsizing Area #2 of 5:
Between Meade & Madison

Downsizing Area #5 of 5:
East of Park Blvd. The
Bungalows in this area are
quickly being destroyed.

Needs landscape buffer
to isolate from trafffic

Sidewalks not maintained,
bus stops reduce walkability
and visibility

Maintain walkways, beautify.
Remove trash & clean-up

• Need more improvements
to attract pedestrians

Pedestrian crossing
not good

San Diego
Pedestrian

Master Plan
North Park
Workshop
Results &

Comments
1 of 3

• Lack of lighting along
Texas Street

• West side clear path of travel
is too narrow.

• Can’t figure out where to
cross on e/w streets at Texas.
The new left turn-out lanes
add confusion and put
pedestrians at risk.

• Phasing of lights confusing to
pedestrians. They don’t wait
for the pedestrian green.

• Intersection design
confusing for peds.
Pedestrian light is
too long.

• Hills on University.
Vehicles gain speed
No yielding to
pedestrians

A5
A8 • Church bldg
blocks view of peds
drivers.
• No safe crossing.
• Steep hill.

• Very confusing for pedestrians & autos.
• Very narrow sidewalks.

• Standing water all the time,
at bus stop and alley.
• Lots of signs on sidewalk.

A5
S12

W2

W2

S9

C4
S9

C4 C1

S9

S9

S9

S1 / S4 • 30th & Dale &
Upas needs work

W6

S5

W6

W7

W7

W7

• Howard St. intersections
nearly all bad • In the residential areas of North Park,

it’s very depressing to walk in the areas
where bungalows have been destroyed &
replaced by ugly 6 & 8-packs.
Solution: Downzone those areas more than
one block from University, El Cajon Blvd.
and 30th Street. Should be downzoned to
R-1 (single family residential).
Area #1 of 5: Between Lincoln & Howard.

• Suggest roundabouts to
slow down traffic on wider
streets (east/west) like Polk,
Howard & Lincoln, instead
of stop signs.

• Walkway without stop
sign is a real safety hazard
for pedestrians

• Scary under Georgia
Street bridge

• Wayfinding signage
along University
would be great.
Best example:
Downtown Philly

• Bus stop, pedestrians
crossing on Park - the
buses block visibility
to drivers turning
right which can cause
accidents w/ peds

• Very difficult for
auto to turn onto
University from
Alabama, & peds
are in danger
because of that.

• The stop sign here is often ignored because there is
almost never a pedestrian here. I think the stop sign
actually makes safety for pedestrians more of a concern.
“Yield” would give us more attention perhaps.
• I disagree - makes an enormous difference for peds.-
people going to Dog Park or Morley Field. It was
impossible to cross with the Yield signs. Needs marked
crosswalks.

Close Florida between Morley Field
Drive & Zoo Place. It ruins the canyon.

• New project going in with 125 units.
Currently not very safe for pedestrians.

• Post Office Area - Lots of frequent auto stops
for mail drop-off, pedestrian crossing seems
dangerous.

• Downzone Area #4 of 5:
South of North Park Way.

• Slower - more pedestrian
and bicycle friendly.

• 30th Street between
El Cajon & University,
not at all enjoyable.

San Diego
Pedestrian

Master Plan
North Park
Workshop
Results &

Comments
2 of 3

C4

C4
S9

• Thorn St. Median - traffic calmer
to reduce speeds, prevent accidents
cost $350,000 to construct.
Money missing for maintenance
on schools within 2 blocks .

• Lack of ramps - all high curbs
• Redwood St. / Pershing - No pedestrian
crosswalk. An exciting place to cross.
• No crosswalk to Balboa Park.

• Pershing St. walkways (coming up the
hill) are absent. Some brush forces
pedestrians on the park side of Pershing
into the street.

• Inconsistent application of
corner ADA ramps.

• More use of roundabouts
at busy intersections.

• Extend areas of pedestrian
walkability.

• Traffic from southern neighborhoods
travel at high speeds to Palm, Redwood,
Thorn, Upas (north travel on Boundary)
specifically around St. Augustine and
McKinley (schools). Traffic from northern
suburbs to St. Augustine, St. Patrick &
McKinley.

• Traffic calming for pedestrians,
busy narrow ‘canyon’ street,
dangerous speeds.

San Diego
Pedestrian

Master Plan
North Park
Workshop
Results &

Comments
3 of 3

Planning + Landscape Architecture

Where are the pedestrian problems? 
Please show us on these maps...
Your first-hand knowledge of where problems may be preventing people from walking more is very 
valuable. Please help us map these places by putting a colored-coded dot on any place you know that 
has the following problems. (You can overlap other dots. Just make sure they all stay visible.)

Areas with Safety Concerns for Pedestrians
These places have walks and crosswalks, but I don’t feel safe walking there because of street 
crossings and/or high traffic volumes or speeds.

Areas with Accessibility Problems
These places have walks, but they aren’t fully accessible, maintained or continuous. 

Areas with Pedestrian Connectivity Problems
These places may or may not have sidewalks, but where there are sidewalks, they aren’t well 
connected, or destinations are way too far to walk.

Areas that are Not Enjoyable to Walk
These places have sidewalks, but there is nothing to draw me there like places to sit, protection 
from the weather and things to see and do.

9.7		DOCUMENT	THE	
RESULTS	OF	THE	WORK-
SHOP	
Step 6 includes the documenta-
tion of the results found at the 
workshop. The primary results 
are detailed maps on locations 
of where particular types of pe-
destrian issues are known to oc-
cur (see Figure 22). Not only are 
the locations documented, but 
the maps also include all notes 
that were provided as part of the 
mapping exercises.  Patterns typ-
ically become obvious, usually 
along the major corridors where 
pedestrian traffic is the highest. 
These maps form the basis of fu-
ture potential projects and they 
provide a focus for the field work 
necessary to identify and clari-
fy the issues brought up in the 
workshop. 

9.8	FIELD	WORK	
Step 7 is a very important step 
in the process of developing the 
CPMP. The full consultant team 
would be expected to walk the 
focus study area and identify is-
sues, confirm the community 
input, analyze the facets of the 
issue, and perhaps shed light on 
possible solutions that may im-
prove these conditions. The pri-
mary goal of the field work is to 
narrow down the various issues 
into special project areas that can 
be further developed into proj-
ects or grouping of projects.  

Figure 22: Workshop Mapping Results
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PROPOSED TABLE OF CONTENTS FOR 
COMMUNITY PEDESTRIAN  MASTER PLANS
The following outline should be used in the development of Community Pe-
destrian Master Plans.

1	 OVERVIEW OF THE COMMUNITY
	 		 1.1	 SUMMARY	OF	CURRENT	COMMUNITY	PLAN
	 		 1.2	 DEMOGRAPHICS	OF	THE	COMMUNITY
	 		 1.3	 GENERAL	WALKING	ENVIRONMENT

2	 SPECIFIC COMMUNITY INPUT
	  2.1. COMMUNITY INPUT
  2.1.1. Questionnaire Summary
  2.1.2. Community Group Input
  2.1.3. “Issue” Workshop Summary
  2.1.4. “Solution” Workshop Summary
  2.1.5. “Presentation Feedback” Workshop Summary

 2.2. MAPPING REVIEW FROM PMP
  2.2.1. Pedestrian Improvement Priority Model Summary
  2.2.2. Community-wide Route Type Summary
  2.2.3. Limits of Inventory Focus Study Area
  2.2.4. Safety Data Review in Focus Study Area
  2.2.5. Traffic Conditions Found in the Area
  2.2.6. Adjustments in Mapping or Study Area

 2.3. FIELD INVENTORY SUMMARY OF ISSUES
  2.3.1. “Safety” Related Issues Found
  2.3.2. “Accessibility” Related Issues Found
  2.3.3. “Connectivity” Related Issues Found
  2.3.4. “Walkability” Issues Found
  2.3.5. Summary of Pedestrian Activity Areas
  2.3.6. Summary of Pedestrian Facility Deficiencies

3	 SPECIFIC	RECOMMENDATIONS
 3.1. RECOMMENDED PROJECTS
  3.1.1. District High Priority Improvements
  3.1.2. Corridor High Priority Improvements
  3.1.3. Neighborhood High Priority Improvements
  3.1.4. Other Various Individual High Priority Improvements
  3.1.5. Other Various Individual Moderate Priority Improvements

 3.2 RECOMMENDED IMPLEMENTATION AND PHASING
  3.2.1. Non-Sequential Stand-Alone Projects
  3.2.2. Sequential Phase One “Short-term” Projects
  3.2.3. Sequential Phase Two “Mid-term” Projects
  3.2.4. Sequential Phase Three “Long-term” Projects
  3.2.5. Projects to be Implemented by New Development  
  3.2.6. Projects to be Implemented by Residential Property Only
  3.2.7. Projects to be Implemented by  Public Projects

9.9		DETERMINE	TREAT-
MENTS
Step 8 will focus on the types of so-
lutions to the issues and priorities 
identified by the community and 
the professional team through its 
fieldwork. Careful attention should 
be given to the classification of 
route types and the various treat-
ment levels that can be applied to 
these areas. A listing of possible 
projects should be developed and 
this list should show groupings of 
projects. Some projects will remain 
on their own, but the team should 
look at grouping projects that have 
similar treatments in close proxim-
ity to each other. Draft recommen-
dations for improvements for each 
of the identified projects should be 
provided. 

9.10	PRESENT	PROJECTS
A “Solutions” workshop should be 
conducted as the 9th step in this 
process. The purpose of the work-
shop is to solicit reaction to the 
listing of projects, the grouping of 
certain projects and the intended 
treatments for resolving issues or 
enhancing the walkability of areas. 
Another goal of the workshop is to 
have the participants rank the pri-
orities of projects. This will form 
the basis of the high and moderate 
priority rankings. 

9.11		SUBMIT	REPORT
Step 10 is the final step in the pro-
cess. Refined recommendations 
and implementation strategies 
should be included in the report 
along with detailed solutions and 
probable cost estimates. These 
draft recommendations will need 
to be taken to the community 
group and presented. A formal ac-
tion item vote should be the focus 
of this meeting, since the CPMP 
needs to obtain local support and 
approval. 


